U.S. Patent Appln. No, 10/560,459 Docket No. 9526-/2 (1 80732) 

Amendment 

Response to Office Action dated March 23, 2009 

EEMAEKS 

1 e amendment em; < in c « the ce \cOion dated March 23 2 09 
Applicant requests a three-month extension of rime and authorization is given to charge Deposit 
Account No. 50-0951 for the appn priate es 

At the time of the Office Action, claims 1-7 were pending. In the Office Action, claims 3-7 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 12, first paragraph. Claims O? were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§132. second paragraph. Claims 1-5 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02(b). Claims 6 and 7 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). The rejections are discussed in more detail below. 

I. Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C, §112 

t aim U7 v re ejected under 3 S 3 nop t 1 >1; tg to comply with 

the enablement requirement. Claims 1.-7 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 2. second paragraph, 
i > 1 nt i < ' n 'the subject matter which 

u s ic > n on 

the ) 1 U i i 1 1 c t lotes 

that supporting structure can be found in figures 1-2 and corresponding description with reference 
to numerals 19 and 22 ( cie ip i v 6, lines 16-21 n tht i 
ne is foi feeding I bating the fluid tieation air are exemplified by opening. .22 and 
J v' , ' m blow the 

- ^ s n aoles that 

means for feeding air, and means far distributing air do not need to include means for blowing air. 
The means to blow ir can be upstream of the means fo c ebi 5 ie chamber for 
distribute s, the blowing means is not pa t \c n > 1 > inary skill in 

the art knows many different blowing means, it is not felt necessary to add this to the application. 

Appropriate amendments are made herein to over come the 35 U.S.C. §112, second 
parag b reject & t n of; the th of the 35 OS § 11 2 reje ns is ' 3 be 

appropriate. 
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U.S. Patent Apple. No. 10/560.459 Docket No. 9526-72 (180732) 

Amendment 

Response to Office Action dated March 23, 2009 

^- Refeclions to the claims based apoa Art 

Claims 1-5 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §3 02(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 
2,635,684 to Joscelyne ("Joscelyne"). Claim 6 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Joscelyne, in view of U.S. Patent No. 3,836,61 1 to Mavrovic CM(tvrovic n .) 
Claim ' was rejected undct >5 U.S.C §1 ).>pi as being unpaten »le ov< s n view < 

Afovrovj'c, and further in view of U.S. Pale *t No 4.338.878 to .\ , > ' fason% 

According to Joscelyne (see the fi e id £ umn 2, lines 45 to 55) ! ality ofliquk 
droplets o a cans < oh r . e "a spray C and n ade o I b> 

througlia free space 8 of a tower. Simultaneously, dry air is blown in the tower from its bottom. At 
k th. d« m -wae.dk ! , <. \ , v . iw granules. 

These granules collect on the perforated plate E, where they are kept in lluidized motion by the 
upllowoi" dry air. 

on ess d d in Jo > the grai re formed solely anc 

exclusively in tower B, through a drying process of the falling droplets of caustic soda solution. On 
plate E, the formed granules are merely collected (and kept in fluidized motion). There is no 

mi i i { t d *nthv fluid bed 

on plate B granules are also formed rinds no basis at all in Joscelyne and on the contrary it goes 
clearly against the disclosure and teaching resulting from this document 

According to the claimed granulation process, ok s;\ no e- an U mie i in rhe gt rook u >n 
Hind bed Fl. fbis feature is d ready contained in the definition itself of the term "granulation fluid 
bed" and it results directly and unambiguous s ^ . I v « ■wv erl he k-ss 

as a 1 > 1 > Applicant amends claim 1 herein to recite the forming of die granules in a 
granulation fond fed. 

! be subject after of prese fers from 

prepared in a fond bed (granulation fiatd bed Fl), while in Joscelyne the grannies are obtained 

brough? In roccsso the droplets of. caustic s c ee space 

B h i ^ N s d i ^ > ! <- u 

the process disclosed in Joscelyne. 
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Amendment 

Response to Office Action dated March 23, 2009 

Indeed, the present application relates to the specific technical field of granulation 
processes, in which starting solid seeds of a predetermined chemical substance are appropriately 
wetted by a growing liquid, generally made of the same chemical substance, in order to 
progressively increase the size (diameter) of the starting seeds until granules of predetermined size 
are obtained. 

Claim 1 relates to a fluid bed granulation process in which seeds arc grown and the 
granule e formed if c ns. Th id bed granulation pi cess m ran es 

are formed in a granulation fluid bed and the finished hot granules are then removed from such a 
granulation fluid bed. 

To the contrary, the process disclosed mJbscelyne is concerned with a totally different, if 
not opposite, technical field, in which caustic soda granules are formed according to the well 
known prilling technology, as described above. Such a prilling technology cannot be compared or 
confused with a granulation process according to its conventional and consolidated meaning in the 
art. 

The technique of making granules starting from a solid seed of very small size, which is 
continuous!} m< re ised by applying thereon layers of growing substance until the desired size is 
obtained, does not relate to the prilling technique, in which granules are obtained by simply 
cooling a liquid droplet, the obtained granule p~ he\ mg - i \ foe same size of the 
droplet. 

Claim 1 is amended herein to more particularly define the granulation fluid bed procedure, 
feoptoupport for the amendment to claim t can be found nstanc 
lines 16-20. 

% to claim 3, it is noted thai heel \ ppara 5 for a N 1 ^ t! , cess 
ol ( r m 1 mpliciti) nc udes ed devices i inde t en feeding in the gramsiat 
of seeds an^ id, espect e es necessarily requires the 

^o 1 >.cd 'o »m „ <\ < A ^ v . . r e ! i ,x ^ 

Proper support fa the amendment to claim 3 can he fourc. tor instance Irs tlx dose- piiou ai page 
6, lines I I -16. 
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Amendment 
Response to Office Action dated March 23, 2009 

le above feature o claim 3 re not disci sed < aggesied i r s h , which does not 
require the use of seeds and growing liquid. Indeed, the prilling tower disclosed in Joscelyne 
merely comprises a distributor C of liquid caustic soda. 

For the a.b<ne run -is \u - ^ , : - i.-r of claims I and .? ere patentable over ;he cited 
prior an. Similar arguments apply to dependent claims 2 and 4-7, which are believed to be 
allowable because of their dependence upon an allowable base I aim and because of the \ hei 
v ^ - «. ro to sc in 

condition for allo wance. 

HI. Coachision 

Applicants have made even' effort to present claims which distinguish over the prior art, 
and it is thus believed that all claims are in condition tor allowance. Nevertheless, Applicants 
in\ te the Examii o c ie undersigned if it is believs 1 t i \ c in ciev would 

expedite the prosecution of the application to an allowance. In view of the foregoing remarks. 
Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and prompt allowance of the pending claims. 
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